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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 



Claims 1-3,6-9,12-16,31, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gross (Patent No.: 6,416,325). 



In regard to claim 1, Gross teaches about a computer generated family tree (col.1, 
lines 48-49) output comprising: 
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(A) A multigenerational family tree (col. 1, lines 62-63) further comprising significant 
family dates, each date associated with a person included in the family tree (col. 4, lines 
10-17). 

Therefore, Gross teaches all of the limitations of claim 1 , except for specifically 
mentioning the use of incrementally passing successive dates. However, Gross teaches 
that the family tree graph) is built automatically person by person with a selected delay 
in order to visualize the family as it evolves in time (col. 3, lines 26-27). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize incrementally 
passing successive dates in Gross's system because Gross teaches the use of delays 
for each person (col. 3, lines 26-27) and because the use of these successive dates 
would provide the user a convenient way to display the chronological history for that 
person. 

In regard to claim 2, Gross teaches that the computer generated family tree output 
further comprises of a plurality of lifelines, each lifeline corresponding to a person 
included in the family tree (col. 2, lines 50-57). 

In regard to claim 3, Gross further teaches that a marriage between two persons is 
denoted by merging a portion of their respective lifelines from a marriage beginning date 
to a marriage ending date (col.2, lines 43-49). Although the reference does not use the 
term 'merging a portion of their respective lifelines', the reference mentions the setting 
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up of a family space by the user and the choice where the user can choose the number 
of generations he or she wishes to see. 

In regard to claim 6, Gross further teach that the computer generated family tree 
output further comprises of equinox precession indicia displayed on the timeline (col. 4, 
lines 10-17). Gross teaches that any type of information could be displayed about a 
person object. 

In regard to claim 7, Gross teaches that the displayed information associated with a 
specific person included in the family tree, the information further comprising significant 
dates associated with the specific person (col. 4, lines 10-17). A chronological timeline 
comprising gradations indicating a uniform incremental passage of successive dates on 
the timeline, wherein the significant dates are synchronized with corresponding 
successive dates on the timeline (col. 3, lines 26-27). 

In regard to claim 8, Gross teaches that the computer generated family tree output 
further comprises of a plurality of lifelines, each lifeline corresponding to a person 
included in the family tree (col.2, lines 51-57). 

In regard to claim 9, Gross teaches that the marriage between two persons is denoted 
by merging a portion of their respective lifelines from a marriage beginning date to a 
marriage ending date (col.2, lines 43-49). Although the reference does not use the term 
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'merging a portion of their respective lifelines', the reference mentions the setting up of 
a family space by the user and the choice where the user can choose the number of 
generations he or she wishes to see. 

In regard to claim 12, Gross further teach that the computer generated family tree 
output further comprises of equinox precession indicia displayed on the timeline (col. 4, 
lines 10-17). Gross teaches that any type of information could be displayed about a 
person object. 

In regard to claim 13, Gross teaches that a computer generated family tree output 
comprises of displayed data for persons included in the family tree, the displayed data 
further comprising graphical images of the persons (col. 4, lines 10-17). 

In regard to claim 14, Gross further teaches that the computer generated family tree 
output wherein the graphical image of a person is displayed in contact with the person's 
lifeline (col.4, lines 10-17). 

In regard to claim 15, Gross teaches that a chronological timeline further comprises of 
graphical images displayed at specific dates on the timeline, wherein the graphical 
images show significant events associated with the specific dates (col. 4, lines 10-17). 



Application/Control Number: 10/726,136 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2672 

In regard to claim 16, Gross teaches that the computer generated family tree output 
comprises of an emigration indicia associated with a specific person on the family tree; 
and a chronological timeline synchronized with the family tree so that the emigration 
indicia location on the family tree corresponds with a specific date on the chronological 
timeline thereby revealing a date of emigration (col. 4, lines 10-17). Although the 
reference doesn't teach us about 'emigration indicia', it however teaches that any type 
of information could be displayed about a person object. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art to have the emigration indicia displayed on 
family tree. 

In regard to claim 31, Gross teaches a method for computer generation of a family tree 
output comprising the steps of: inputting data associated with a plurality of persons to 
be included in the family tree (col. 1, lines 62-63), inputting a plurality of graphical 
images, each image associated with a specific person to be included in the family tree; 
and electronically generating a family tree display based on the data and graphical 
images (col. 2, lines 50-56). 

In regard to claim 32, Gross teaches a method for computer generation of a family tree 
output comprising the steps of: electronically generating a chronological timeline 
comprising gradation dates indicating a uniform incremental passage of time; providing 
graphical images that correspond with specific gradation dates; associating 
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predetermined graphical images with corresponding gradation dates; and displaying the 
timeline with the associated images (col. 3, lines 22-29). 



Claims 4,5,10,11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gross (Patent No.: 6,416,325) as applied to claiml and 2 above, and further in 
view of Eaton (Pub. No.: 2004/0083226). 

In regard to claim 4, the reference teaches all the limitations except that the computer 
generated family tree output further comprises of an unknown date indicia indicating a 
date on a lifeline that is unknown. 
Eaton addresses the above limitation in (page 4, [0039]). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply within 
the computer generated family tree as taught by Gross the unknown date indicia as 
taught by Eaton in order to indicate that no further genealogical information is currently 
available. 

In regard to claim 5, Eaton teaches that: 

[0041] When the server 202 receives a request from the 
client 208 for genealogical data, the database 204 is queried 
for the requested genealogical data and a group of nodes is 
created tiiat corresponds to requested genealogical data, 
each of which corresponds to a pedicular person. The 

Here the genealogical data can be same birth month and day. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to combine the 
teaching of Eaton with that of Gross in order to have an visual indicator in the family tree 
indicating commonality between the birthdays of people. 



In regard to claim 10, the combination of Eaton and Gross addresses all the limitations 
of the claim. 

In regard to claim 11, the combination of Eaton and Gross teach us all the limitations. 

Claims 17-21,24-27,30,33-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gross (Patent No.: 6,416,325) and further in view of Underwood 
et al (Patent No.: 6,697,825). 

In regard to claim 17, Gross teaches all the limitations except that the two lifelines are 
displayed in drop-shadow form. 

Underwood et al teach the above limitation in (col.24, lines 37-43). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply within 
the family tree as taught by Gross the displayed lifeline in drop-shadow form as taught 
by Underwood et al for the lifeline text to be applied in an aesthetically appealing way 
within the image and also to give the feeling of spatial dimension. 
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In regard to claim 18, Gross further teach at least two lifelines are sibling lifelines 
(col.4, lines 46-47). 

In regard to claim 19, the combination of Gross and Underwood et al. teach all the 
limitations. Gross teaches the generation of an electronic chronological timeline, the 
timeline encompassing a predetermined period of time (col. 3, lines 22-29); 
Underwood et al mentions the inputting of data associated with persons to be included 
in the family tree (col.24, lines 37-38). 

In regard to claim 20, Gross further teaches the step of electronically generating a 
plurality of lifelines, each lifeline corresponding to a person included in the family tree 
(col.2, lines 50-57). 

In regard to claim 21, Gross teaches that the marriage between two persons is 
denoted by merging a portion of two lifelines to denote a marriage between two persons 
associated with the lifelines (col.2, lines 43-49). Although the reference does not use the 
term Merging a portion of their respective lifelines', the reference mentions the setting 
up of a family space by the user and the choice where the user can choose the number 
of generations he or she wishes to see. 
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In regard to claim 24, Gross further teach that the computer generated family tree 
output further comprises of equinox precession indicia displayed on the timeline (col. 4, 
lines 10-17). Gross teaches that any type of information could be displayed about a 
person object. 

In regard to claim 25, the combination of Gross and Underwood et al. teach all the 
limitations. 

In regard to claim 26, Gross further teaches the step of electronically generating a 
plurality of lifelines, each lifeline corresponding to a person included in the family tree 
(col.2, lines 50-57). 

In regard to claim 27, Gross teaches that the marriage between two persons is 
denoted by merging a portion of two lifelines to denote a marriage between two persons 
associated with the lifelines (col.2, lines 43-49). Although the reference does not use the 
term 'merging a portion of their respective lifelines', the reference mentions the setting 
up of a family space by the user and the choice where the user can choose the number 
of generations he or she wishes to see. 

In regard to claim 30, Gross further teach that the computer generated family tree 
output further comprises of equinox precession indicia displayed on the timeline (col. 4, 
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lines 10-17). Gross teaches that any type of information could be displayed about a 
person object. 

In regard to claim 33, The combination of Gross and Underwood et al. teaches a 
method for computer generation of a family tree output comprising the steps of: 
electronically generating a chronological timeline comprising gradation dates indicating 
a uniform incremental passage of time (Gross, col. 3, lines 22-29); inputting data on a 
plurality of persons to be included in the family tree, the data comprising emigration date 
data having a corresponding emigrated person and a corresponding gradation date on 
the timeline(Underwood et al, col. 24, lines 37-39); generating emigration indicia based 
on the emigration data; associating the emigration indicia with the corresponding 
emigrated person; and displaying the emigration indicia on the family tree in 
synchronicity with the corresponding gradation date on the timeline(Gross,col.4, lines 
10-17). 

In regard to claim 34, the combination of Gross and Underwood et al. teach us all the 
limitations. Gross teaches us the computer generation of the family tree in (col.1, lines 
48-49). 

Underwood et al teaches the inputting of data on at least two persons to be included in 
the family tree output; and displaying the lifelines in drop-shadow form (col. 24, lines 37- 
43). 
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Gross teaches the generation of a lifeline for each person based on the input data 
(col.4, lines 10-17). 

In regard to claim 35, Gross teaches that the persons can be siblings in (col. 4, lines 
46-48). 



Claims 22,23,28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gross (Patent No.: 6,416,325) further in view of Underwood et al (Patent No.: 
6,697,825) as applied to claims 17-20,24-27,30, and 33-35 above, and further in 
view of Eaton (Pub. No.: 2004/0083226). 

In regard to claim 22, Gross teaches all the limitations except that the computer 
generated family tree output further comprises of an unknown date indicia indicating a 
date on a lifeline that is unknown. 
Eaton addresses the above limitation in (page 4, [0039]). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply within 
the computer generated family tree as taught by Gross the unknown date indicia as 
taught by Eaton in order to indicate that no further genealogical information is currently 
available. 
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In regard to claim 23, Eaton teaches that: 

[0041] When the server 202 receives t request from the 
client 208 for genealogical data, the database 204 is queried 
for the requested genealogical data and a group of nodes is 
created fliat corresponds to requested genealogical data, 
each of which corresponds to a particular person. The 

Here the genealogical data can be same birth month and day. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to combine the 
teaching of Eaton with that of Gross in order to have an visual indicator in the family tree 
indicating commonality between the birthdays of people. 



In regard to claim 28, Eaton addresses the above limitation in (page 4, [0039]). 



In regard to claim 29, Eaton teaches that: 

[0041] When the server 202 receives a request from the 
client 208 for genealogical data, the database 204 is queried 
for the requested genealogical data and a group of nodes is 
created that corresponds to requested genealogical data, 
each of which corresponds to a particular person. The 

Here the genealogical data can be same birth month and day. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to combine the 
teaching of Eaton with that of Gross in order to have an visual indicator in the family tree 
indicating commonality between the birthdays of people. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Supratik Chakraborty whose telephone number is (703) 



Application/Control Number: 10/726,136 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2672 

272-7662. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (7:30 am - 3:30 
pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Razavi can be reached on (703) 272-7664. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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